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Annies bunnies or Kraft elbows? Supermarket or farmers market? Organic and local 
foods have been on the rise in the global market since the new millennium began (Darnhofer, 
2010: 68, Schupp, 2016: 319). The growth in organic is attributed to consumers wanting their 
food to be healthier and more environmentally friendly (Aschemann-Witzel et. Al, 2017: 211, 
Van Doorn et. A, 2011: 167). The appeals of local foods are similar, plus the added 
component of boosting the local economy and building community (Hempel & Hamm, 2016: 
732). Income is not the only factor affecting preferences and willingness to pay (WTP). 
Actors such as individual characteristics may also affect consumer preferences. The culture 




that the consumer associates with may be a major influence in purchase decision. The 
purpose of this study is to examine preferences for organic and local produce of residents in 
New Hampshire and Vermont. By analysing the survey data about knowledge and 
consumption characteristics, the objective of this study is to examine the impact of the 
underlying cultural differences of the two states on preferences for produce. 
Introduction 
Vermont is known for its green lifestyle, and Vermonters are known for being 
progressive, environmentally conscious (Wagner et. al, 2016, 13) and outdoorsy.  The state 
capital is the most Subaru-dense city in the country; Subarus are known for their popularity 
among environmentalists and hikers (Sears et. al, 2011: 7). Vermont has half as many 
residents per square mile as New Hampshire (US Census) and a rural population of 60%, 
compared to New Hampshire’s 30% (Iowa State University). Considering the concept of 
rural-urban divide, which assumes that people in more rural areas care more about the 
environment, Vermonters should be more interested in sustainability because of the lower 
population density (Macias et. al, 2011: 563). Another theory, the social proximity 
hypothesis, states that place of residence is less significant but knowing someone in farming 
is the strongest factor for determining environmentalism (Macias et. al, 2011: 564). 
Vermont’s percentage farmers in the workforce is around three times that of New Hampshire 
(Vermont Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets, 2016).  Vermont also has farmland as 
21% of its total acreage, nearly three times of New Hampshire’s, and 61% more individual 
farms (USDA Economic Reserve Service, 2017). Given this information, Vermonters should 
be categorized as unusually ecologically-friendly. New Hampshire, however, as a state is 
known for its early voting and less for green habits. Only one third of New Hampshire energy 
production comes from renewables other than nuclear, whereas all of Vermont’s in state 




energy come from renewables (US Energy Information Administration, 2017). Comparing 
the two states, Vermont stands out as the “greener” state.  
Organic is a term defined by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) with rigid 
terms for certification. For an individual food product to be organic, the farm itself must be 
certified by a federal agency. The underlying concept is that “organic agriculture should 
sustain and enhance the health of soil, animal and human as one and indivisible” (Luttikholt, 
2005). The primary manifestations of this goal are reduced use of chemical pesticides, more 
humane treatment of animals and less environmental degradation. While organic crop yields 
are generally lower, it is less dependent on external inputs, less susceptible to drought, 
promotes biodiversity and improves soil composition (Darnhofer, 2010: 86); because of these 
benefits it is believed to do less harm to the environment than conventional agriculture (Van 
Doorn, 2011: 67). The reduction in chemicals also is associated with a healthy diet. The 
smaller scale of organic farming makes its mass production less likely and with less factory 
processing, organic foods are viewed as healthier. The surge in organic sales is considered a 
reaction to rising obesity rates and food recalls, a display of consumers wanting healthier, less 
processed foods (Van Doorn et. al, 2011: 167). The many attractive attributes of organic have 
caused the food category to reach 15% of total US food sales in 2016 after growing 160% in 
the years 2005 to 2014 (Mcfadden,2017:213). 
Much like organic, the local food movement has been on the rise in recent years by 
attracting customers who care about health and the environment. Unlike organic, the 
definitions for local are less rigid and unregulated (Hempel & Hamm, 2016: 733). In some 
cases, local means state-wide, while in others it could mean within a certain mile radius or 
even within a town line. While the organic market is environmental because of reduced 
pollution, the green aspect of local is the reduced shipping distance (Hasselbach & Roosen, 
2015: 611). Food recalls have become a recent cause for concern for consumers who worry 




about food safety (Hempel & Hamm, 2016: 732). Local production by small farmers also can 
guarantee cleaner practices; consumers tend to trust a farmer they know (Hasselbach & 
Roosen, 2015: 611). Overall, local products are perceived as fresher, healthier, more 
environmentally conscious and beneficial to the local economy (Hempel & Hamm, 2016).  
Local and organic have many parallels and often consumers view the two in the same 
light (Hasselbach & Roosen, 2016: 611). Shoppers often assume that local is organic and that 
organic is local (Hempel & Hamm, 2016: 732). Economic research has found conflicting 
answers on whether the two are complements or substitute goods (Hempel & Hamm, 2016: 
732). Survey data in previous literature has shown that the highest price is found for foods 
that are both local and organic (Hasselbach & Roosen, 2015: 623). The two categories are not 
mutually exclusive, but could be, and when combined are the most attractive and price-
receiving product category. 
Research question 
The goal of this analysis is to examine the differences in preferences for organic and 
local produce between New Hampshire and Vermont residents. The decision to buy local or 
organic is based on consumer culture, and the two states are known to have different cultures. 
The purchasing habits, preferences and knowledge will be compared between the two states, 
along with other, simpler questions about the respondent’s profile to be used to reinforce state 
cultural assumptions. Specifically, residents in the two states are compared by their views of 
organic and local produce, the importance that their food is organic or local, percentage of 
their budget spent on produce and their marginal willingness to pay for tomatoes that are 
organic or local. Mean statistics and T-Tests will be used to compare the consumer responses 
in the two states. In addition, multiple linear regression analysis will be used to find the price 
premium for organic and local tomatoes.  Interaction effects will be examined in the 
regression analysis to see if related variables are more influential when considered together. 




The leading expectation is that Vermont residents will have higher knowledge and 
willingness to pay for organic foods, this hypothesis is based upon the state’s green culture. 
Literature Review 
For the consumer, their background can be one set of factors for determining interest 
in sustainable foods. Gender is the easiest to measure, and overall women have a more 
positive attitude towards organic products (van Doorn et. al, 2011: 176). This concept has 
been expanded into the idea that women have more health concerns or have more interest in 
communal goals and the environment (van Doorn et. al, 2011: 176). Surprisingly, studies 
indicate that health perception on its own, regardless of gender, do not affect WTP for 
organics (van Doorn et. al, 2011: 176). Income is another major factor, since price is the most 
quoted barrier to purchase. Looking across studies, however, it is found that low income is a 
barrier but high income is not a guarantee of purchase (Aschemann et. al, 2017: 227). Lower 
income populations tend to have better price knowledge and can more clearly judge price 
premiums. Higher income consumers are less price fluent and view organic as overpriced, 
believing the organic price premium to be higher than it really is. Their lack of knowledge of 
conventional comparison price keeps the perception inflated (Aschemann et. al, 2017: 215).  
Knowledge and trust of organic food is also believed to increase price paid for the product 
(Aschemann et. al, 2017: 235).  
Going beyond basic demographics, the consumer’s tendencies can also indicate the 
purchase decision, but there still are no clear indications of what makes a person buy local or 
organic. Education is a commonly investigated variable in WTP as an extension of income, or 
even an indication of social class. In Aschemann et al., which compares several studies on 
WTP for organics, it is found that education has varying affects. One study stated that a 
higher education level led to lower perception of quality in organic products, while others 
found it to be correlated with environmental concern.  Environmental concern is the biggest 




factor in organic perception (Aschemann et al., 2017: 176). Women tend to be more 
environmentally conscious, and younger people are more likely to want to behave in a 
sustainable way. Older people are more likely to act, however, perhaps due to the wealth 
accumulated with age (Aschemann et. al, 207: 228). Returning to price perceptions, lower 
income consumers tend not to buy organic because they are well aware of the price premium, 
but consumers who purchase organic often are also more likely to have good price 
knowledge, in their case they know that organic is not as expensive as its culture implies 
(Aschemann et. al, 2017: 228).   
The product itself can determine its own premium. Studies done by van Doorn and 
Verhoef show that the foods in two categories, virtue (kale, for example) and vice (cupcake, 
for example), have differing premiums. The argument can be expected to go two ways: 
organic attribute could make the vice product feel less guilty, or the healthiness may decrease 
the enjoyment of the decadence. For example, nutrient claim on labels of vice foods 
decreases their perceived taste quality (van Doorn et. al, 2011: 169). The former was found to 
be true. Overall, organic products are less popular in vice than virtue categories (van Doorn 
et. al, 2011: 168) and organic virtue foods have a higher price premium than vice 
(Aschemann et. al, 2017: 235). After several studies, van Doorn and Verhoef found that the 
organic attribute nearly always reduces the quality perceptions of vice products. The organic 
attribute could make virtue products higher quality through psychological perceptions. 
Alternatively, organic produce may simply be fresher, crisper or tastier (van Doorn et. al, 
2011: 169). For prosocial benefits, such as environmentalism, the subject is complex and 
although the attribute may lead to higher purchase intention, costs may reduce amount of 
actual purchases (Bhattacharya et. al, 2004). This returns to the initial issue of organics, 
certain factors may pique interest but fail to cause the final purchase.  





The data used for this study were collected in fall 2016 by a mail survey of randomly 
selected households in New Hampshire, Vermont and Maine. It was conducted by University 
of New Hampshire Professors John Halstead in Department of Natural Resource and the 
Environment, and Ju-Chin Huang in Department of Economics. In the survey, respondents 
were asked about their attitudes towards local and organic produce such as knowledge, 
opinions, purchasing habits and willingness to pay for certain bundles of produce. The survey 
was funded by the US Department of Agriculture. A complete version of the survey is in the 
appendix. 
435 surveys were given out, and 232 complete responses were collected, 88 from 
Vermont and 144 from New Hampshire. Respondent summary statistics are presented in 
Table 1. Responses from Maine were dropped to allow for binary comparison. New 
Hampshire was chosen because it is the location of the project and home state of the author. 
Vermont was chosen for its reputation of environmental interest.  
Methodology 
To analyze the difference between the two states regarding their preferences for 
produce, T-Tests were used to compare answers to certain questions. Answers regarding how 
respondents view local and organic produce help to create a profile of each state, which is 
then compared to the stereotypes presented in the literature review. For questions with many 
answers, responses were quantified and means compared. For likert scale questions, means 
were compared and at times responses divided into bins of ranges. All analysis was done in 
SAS 9.4. 
Demographics 
Differences between the states was as not stark as stereotypes may suggest, 
demographics had little difference. Statistics are shown in Table 1, graphically in Figure 




Group 1. The average age for both states was exactly the same at 62. Both states averaged 
households of 2.3 people and had the same amount of respondents aware of the SNAP 
program (67%) and amount enrolled in SNAP (4%).  Average annual household income in 
New Hampshire was 9% higher than Vermont at $65,000, compared to $59,000. According 
to national census data, the average income NH 2016 $70,813, 22% higher than Vermont’s 
$57,565. (Guzman, 2017). Comparing how much of their weekly budget is spent on organic 
produce, the states are both 24%. With few differences in demographic factors, the two 
groups can be fairly compared. 
The presence of local and organic in the lives of both states were similar, 83% of 
those from Vermont and 88% of those from New Hampshire had bought organic in the past 
year, and 98% of those from Vermont and 97% of those from New Hampshire had bought 
local (see Table 2 and Figure Group 2) . The survey asked respondents how knowledgeable 
they think they are about organic and local produce. Vermont scored themselves 8% higher 
on organic and 7% higher on local produce. When asked about local produce, about the same 
proportion of respondents from each state had bought local, but 6% more of New Hampshire 
respondents reported buying local during the winter months from green houses and indoor 
farmers’ markets, although without statistical significance. New Hampshire also spends 39% 
of their weekly grocery budget on fresh produce, 16% more than Vermont who only spends 
34%. Likewise, with local produce, New Hampshire spent 9% more than Vermont. When 
asked what consumers look for when shopping for produce, answers were nearly the same 
between states. While little significance was found, New Hampshire does seem to have more 
purchase interest in local and organic. 
Two questions were directed specifically at those who purchased organic and local in 
the past year. For those who had purchased organic in the past 12 months, they were asked 
what their reasons were for making that decision. Respondents could either answer yes or no 




to each attribute. Across both states, the most selected reasons were healthy eating, quality of 
the produce and supporting local farmland. Major differences, although not at statistical 
significance, were that Vermont chose knowing the farmers 27% more, sense of community 
29% more and quality of the produce 24% more. The largest difference was that 46% more of 
Vermonters reported not purchasing organic at all. Vermont seemed to have more reasons to 
buy organic, but also had a higher proportion of consumers who didn’t buy organic at all. 
For those who had purchased local in the past 12 months, the top three choices overall 
were the same as organic: healthy eating, quality of the produce and supporting local farms. 
The major differences were that Vermont selected knowing the farmer 12% more, food safety 
11% more and environmental quality 12% more. Vermont, however, reported not buying 
organic 22% more. Across local and organic, Vermont seemed to care more about the local 
community, but buy local and organic less. 
The survey asked respondents to compare organic and local produce to conventional 
on a scale from one to five, one being the most inferior and five being the most superior. 
Comparisons for these questions are based on means, what the average person ranked the 
attribute. For organic, the overall top choices were safety, produced without chemicals and 
reduction in food borne illnesses. Answers were quite similar between the two states, 
although New Hampshire ranked produced without chemicals 6% higher at a significance 
level of 99.3%. The sister question that asked about local had top ranked attributes of 
freshness, supporting local economy and produced without chemicals. Major differences 
were that New Hampshire ranked quality 7% higher, supporting the local economy 11% 
higher and produced without chemicals 5% higher. These rankings indicate that New 
Hampshire is more concerned with personal health, food safety and chemical usage/ingestion. 
The organic question did not have any parts related to the local economy or community, so it 
cannot be said if one state values local farmers more. 





Linear regression was used in SAS to examine two different dependent variables: 
price per pound of produce, and percent of weekly budget spent on certain types of produce. 
There were three types: all fresh produce, local, and organic. Independent variables varied by 
regressions and iterations and were gathered from a variety of sections of the survey. The 
effects of variables were often equivocal when different regressions were run, and few 
variables were significant. Their results are still of interest, however. 
Model for price per pound of produce: 
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The questions used for price asked respondents what they would look for in buying 
produce, and by providing yes or no options for certain attributes, asked them what price they 
would pay. See question 25 in the survey. For example, a respondent could say for a pound of 
tomatoes they would pay $3.25 and would want it to be local, organic and blemish free. They 
also could say $3.00 per pound and select no attributes, indicating they would buy 
conventional. The idea is that those who select more attributes should state a higher price, 
and the higher price represent the premium paid for certain characteristics. In this example, 
the extra 25 cents would be considered the premium paid for local, organic and blemish free. 
There were three questions formatted like this, all concerning different produce varieties.  
Interaction effects 
The price regressions were changed slightly to alter the primary product 
characteristics to include an interaction affect. The purpose of these is to magnify the 
characteristics that could be considered related. The variables local and organic were 
combined to make an interaction variable ol and local and direct from farmer made ld. Local 
and state, meaning from New Hampshire, were combined to make ls. State and direct from 
farmer made ds and state and organic made os. 
Results 
The coefficients for independent variables were not uniform across all regressions in 
most cases. The only statistically significant variables were grocery spending, organic 
spending and education. Bear in mind that the dependent variable is for only tomatoes in 
general, not local or organic specifically. The attributes organic and local are carried in the 
dummy variables on the right-hand side of the equation.  
The first version of the regression had only six independent variables, taking data only 
from one question plus adding a dummy variable to represent state. Results are shown in 
Table 3. This regression had no significant coefficients besides the intercept, although the 




organic attribute was significant to the 87% percentile.  These results showed local and 
organic to increase price, and blemish-free and direct from farmer to actually decrease price. 
The second regression added in another question of the same format, asking 
respondents to write a price for a different product (snap peas or cucumbers) and which 
characteristics want. For this equation, price of tomatoes was the dependent variable and 
preferences for tomatoes and snap peas or cucumbers were the independent variables. The 
goal is to link preferences for tomatoes with preferences for cucumbers and snap peas. Once 
again, no results were significant, although the organic attribute for the other product had a 
significance of the 85% percentile. Like the previous equation, local increased price and 
direct decreased price. Unlike before, organic decreased price and blemish-free increased 
price. 
The third regression removed the secondary question and added in questions 
regarding respondent demographics. The purpose of this addition was to find links between 
consumer character and their stated price for tomatoes. This regression did have statistically 
significant results, although for only two variables. The question that asked what percent of 
their weekly produce budget goes to organic produce showed that at a 95% significance level, 
for every 1% rise in this budget, WTP for any tomatoes increases $0.03. This means that 
someone who spends 40% of their produce budget on organic produce is willing to pay 60 
cents more for a pound of tomatoes than someone who spends 20% of their produce budget 
on organic produce. The question asking about education, which was reduced to a dummy 
variable for university education, showed that a university degree increased price per pound 
by $1.09, the highest coefficient other than gender. This equation showed that demographic 
characteristics rather than produce characteristic have a more significant influence on price 
willing to pay for tomatoes, although most variables had no significance. 




The equation was changed to have income as a dummy variable, with $60,000 being 
the cut-off between low and high income. No variables showed significance. The equation 
was changed again to make income reflect the per person in household value. Once again, 
there were only two coefficients with statistically significant values. Again, percent of 
produce budget spent on organic produce was significant to the 95% percentile, showing that 
for every 1% rise in organic produce budget, there was still a $0.03 rise in WTP. In contrast, 
for every 1% increase in produce as a share of total grocery budget, WTP decreased by $0.03. 
This implied that those who buy high amounts of vegetables will pay less, but those who buy 
high amounts of organic vegetables will pay more. 
The equation was changed once again to include interaction variables. Certain 
variables that seemed similar were clustered to resemble a master variable. The variables 
used were pulled from question 25, and were the produce attributes (organic, local, blemish-
free and direct from farmer). Because the attributes are dummy variables, the interaction 
affect was zero if either category had a zero value, and had a maximum of one if both 
attributes were present. The variety of interaction variables allowed for many combinations 
for regressions, so only those with significant coefficients are presented in Table 4. Local and 
direct were combined first because they both represent proximity to farmer. This variable was 
non-significant and varied in sign throughout all calculations. Local and organic were next 
combined, which was drawn from the literature review where local and organic as a 
combined concept could demand the highest price. This interaction variable was insignificant 
across all calculations and had a fairly low value. Once the two obvious combinations had 
been made, interaction variables were made with the state variable, meaning the attribute was 
from a New Hampshirite. All of these were statistically significant all cases. These results 
showed that New Hampshirites who wanted the attributes of local, direct from farmer and 
organic were willing to pay over a dollar more. When the data set was rewired so that 




1=Vermont and 0=New Hampshire, the interaction variables had the exact same affect except 
in negative values. 
A new interaction variable was created to represent social status, which was an 
interaction between income and education. This showed no statistical significance, but 
supported significance for grocery budget and organic budget being statistically significant.  
Regressions were re-run with only responses that included the organic attribute to 
imitate the function for organic WTP. Unfortunately, absolutely none of the regressions 
produced any significant results. The state dummy variable was significant to the 92nd 
percentile in one regression, and in all it was positive and ranged between 50 cents and a 
dollar. The meaning of the state variable here means that the respondent is from New 
Hampshire, acting as the New Hampshire premium. Regressions ran including interaction 
variables could not yield results since collinearity was detected. When only local prices were 
considered, the state variable was significant in one regression but in no others. It was 
positive between 50 cents and one dollar, so it did suggest that respondents from New 
Hampshire were willing to pay more for local produce. While not significant in most 
iterations, state did seem to imply a higher price paid in New Hampshire. 
Budget Share 
Regressions were run to see what factors affect respondents’ grocery budgets. The 
three questions asked consumers what percent of their weekly grocery budget is spent on 
fresh produce, and of that produce budget, what percentage goes to local or organic produce. 
For each regression, two iterations were run to account for income as household and per 
person in household. Income as a binary variable was dropped because it showed lower 
significance. 
The first regression looked at percent of grocery budget spent on fresh produce. Being 
female increased the percentage of grocery budget spent on fresh produce by 25%. Having a 




university degree increases produce’s share of the budget by 25-27%. For each 10% increase 
in stated knowledge of local produce, the percentage of budget that goes to fresh produce 
increases by 6%. This means that someone who considers their knowledgeable about local 
produce to be 7/10 will spend 18% more of their weekly grocery budget on fresh produce 
than someone who ranks their knowledge at 4/10. Three variables from question 25 were 
included (regressed in the previous equations). For each additional dollar willing to pay per 
pound of tomatoes, percentage of grocery budget spent on produce decreased by 13-22%. 
The dummy variable for the organic attribute increased percentage of grocery budget spent 
on fresh produce by 23% and the variable for direct from farmer decreased this percentage by 
22%. This means that a person who looks to buy organic will spend a larger portion of their 
grocery budget on fresh produce, but someone who looks to buy directly from the farmer will 
spend less of their budget on produce. State had no significance, which implies that it is the  
Regressions were run with the dependent variable being what percent of the 
respondent’s weekly produce budget goes to organic or local produce. A university degree 
decreases percentage of produce budget going to organic by 30%. The more often someone 
grocery shops, the more they will spend on organic produce, for each additional grocery run 
per month, the percentage of produce budget spent on organic rises 2-3%. Knowledge of both 
local and organic produce affects amount spent on organic. For every 10% rise in knowledge 
of organic, percent of produce budget spent on organic rises 10%. For every 10% rise in 
knowledge of local, organic’s share of the produce budget decreases 7%. Contrary to the 
regression on all produce, the share of budget going to organic produce is increased by stated 
price for a pound of tomatoes. All variables that were significant between both all produce 
and organic budget regressions had opposite signs for the two categories. 
While information for influences in purchase of organic and all produce was clear, the 
analysis for the percentage of produce budget spent on local produce showed no significance 




for any variables. Signs varied between local and organic regressions, producing no set 
contrasts. Local seemed to be a more equivocal subject. 
T-Tests on categories for MWTP 
The average price for tomatoes was compared between two populations. Question 25 
was analyzed again, with responses divided between those who selected organic and those 
who did not. The term non-organic is used instead of conventional since the non-organic 
category could include local. For organic, results are displayed in Table 5, and graphically 
shown in figure group 5. On average, New Hampshire stated price 57 cents higher than 
Vermont for organic tomatoes. For non-organic, however, New Hampshire stated a price 
$1.28 less than Vermont. Vermont’s average price for organic and non-organic were only one 
cent off, while New Hampshire’s was $1.86 apart. This indicates a higher price premium to 
organic with consumers in New Hampshire.  
Gender was used as the next division. For organic produce, women stated a price 43 
cents higher than men, and for non-organic women reported a price 51 cents higher. Next, 
income level was used to divide. The cutoff point between high and low was $60,000. 
Strangely, though, for organic, higher income stated a lower price by 62 cents. For non-
organic, though, high income had a higher price. Next, the data was divided by education 
level with university degree being the cutoff point. Only 2 respondents without university 
degrees included organic as one of their desired attributes. While they did state a higher price 
than the average of those with degrees, the low number of interest speaks louder than the 
price recorded.  
The last divisions were representing consumer characteristics. Those who claimed 
higher knowledge of organic produce stated a price nearly a dollar more to a 94% 
significance level for organic produce. Another question was directed towards consumers 
who had bought organic, asking why they had. Two responses of interest are healthy eating 




and environmental concern. For those who selected healthy eating, they stated a price $1.98 
more for organic at a significance level of 99%. Looking at those who cited environmental 
concern as a reason to buy organic, they cited a price 89 cents higher at a significance level of 
92%. The motivation to buy organic in the form of health and environment seem to make the 
greatest price premiums. 
Average price analysis was performed on local as well. That is, the prices of those 
who selected local as an attribute in question 25 were reviewed against those who did not. 
Results are displayed in Table 6 and graphically in figure group 6. By state, New 
Hampshire’s average price for local was 40 cents higher, but not to a significant level. The 
average price for non-local was 71 cents higher in Vermont than New Hampshire to 
significance level of 92%. Oddly, Vermont had a higher price for non-local than local. 
Dividing local and non-local data by gender, females were willing to pay higher in 
both cases, but to no significance. Dividing by high and low income, results were similar to 
organic although not statistically significant. High income stated a higher price than low 
income for non-local but an actually lower price for local. For high income, local and non-
local had the same price, but for low income local had a price 39 cents higher. This is more 
extreme than for organic, where high income at least cited a higher price for organic than 
non. Lastly, looking at education as the division, a university degree made little difference.                                            
By dividing the data by variables that depict consumer attitudes towards produce, a 
few showed significant results for price for local tomatoes. Dividing data by whether 
respondents claim high or low knowledge of local produce, higher knowledge increases price 
for local and decreases price for non-local, but neither ttests had high significance levels. One 
question addressed respondents who had bought local produce in the past year, asking them 
why they had bought local rather than conventional. Those who had selected food safety were 
willing to pay 46 cents more than those who did not, at a significance level of 93%. It seems 




that those who value food safety have significantly higher prices for both local and non. 
Those who selected healthy eating were willing to pay 57 cents more at a significance level 
of 95%; this group was willing to pay 93 cents more per pound for non-local as well at a 
significance of 98%. The healthy group had the same price for local and non-local , which 
was higher than both conventional prices. Those who selected environmental concern as a 
reason to buy local cited prices for local tomatoes 75 cents higher at a significance level of 
99.77% but cited a price only 3 cents higher for non-local at a significance level of 4%. The 
environmental group has a clearly higher premium for local but not at all for non-local. While 
difference between the two divider category (income, education, etc.) is of interest, the 
individual group’s difference between local and non is also a sign of preference. 
Average Prices by Category 
Average prices were analyzed for categories based on attributes chosen with data 
from question 25. Price breakdown in Table 5 and displayed in Figure 3. The overall highest 
price came from the local and organic bundle. Organic and local alone had lower prices than 
when combined.  For New Hampshire, the highest price was the same at local and organic 
combined. For Vermont, however, the highest price came from the pure organic category. 
Overall, the lowest average price was non-local non-organic tomatoes. This was the same for 
the New Hampshire-only data. For Vermont, the lowest price was for local non-organic. 
Vermont had an actually higher price for non-organic non-local than for organic and local. 
New Hampshire had more variation, with its highest price being higher than Vermont’s, and 
its lowest being lower than Vermont’s, while Vermont’s data differed more from the average. 
New Hampshire’s prices showed higher premiums for local and organic. 
Data gathered from the Hannahford supermarket website was used to find average 
price per pound of conventional and organic tomatoes. Hannahfords was chosen because it is 
the only supermarket that has equal presence in both states besides Walmart, which does not 




publish produce prices online. Data was gathered form from 30 supermarkets, 15 from 
Vermont and 15 from New Hampshire, to represent 41% of respondents. The average price 
per pound of red vine cluster tomatoes in Vermont was $2.47, and in New Hampshire was 
$2.29. The price per pound of organic vine cluster tomatoes was $3.99 at all locations. The 
websites also show that milk on average is 10 cents more expensive in Vermont, which 
indicates that all food may be more costly in Vermont. USDA data shows average price of 
local produce by state. For tomatoes, the average price per pound in Vermont is $2.65 and in 
New Hampshire is $2 (USDA). All produce seems to be more expensive in Vermont.  
Conclusions 
The ttests run to analyze cultural differences showed that few questions showed 
statistically different results. Respondents from New Hampshire were 6% more likely to 
consider organic produce to be produced without chemicals, this statement represents the 
definition of organic. Ironically, Vermont ranked themselves 9% higher in knowledge of 
organic produce. When asked to compare local to conventional, New Hampshire ranked local 
produce to be higher quality, support the local economy more and be more available. The 
same amount of respondents had bought local in the past year, but the higher perceived 
availability in New Hampshire is in line with the higher percentage of New Hampshire 
respondents who had bought local during the winter months. New Hampshire seems to have 
both better view and more interest in local. Statistically different responses between the two 
states are few, but these few do indicate that New Hampshire is the state with more 
knowledge in organic and more interest in local. 
Stated price for tomatoes was regressed with the hope of finding significant 
coefficients for the organic, local and state attributes. The state variable changed signs 
throughout the regressions, but including interaction affects that combined attribute variables 
were found to be significant when combined with state. The local, organic and direct 




attributes increased price by over a dollar when the respondent was from New Hampshire. 
Likewise, these affects decreased price by over a dollar when respondent was from Vermont. 
New Hampshire has been proved to be willing to pay more for local and organic produce. 
Regressions were also run to analyze what affects what percentage of a person’s 
budget that goes to all produce, local produce and organic produce. Several variables were 
found to be significant. Consumers spend more of their grocery budget on produce when they 
have more knowledge of local produce, want organic, are female and have a university 
degree. See that both interest in local and organic increase the total share of produce in the 
budget. Consumers will spend less on produce when they will pay more for tomatoes and 
when they want their produce to be directly from the farmer. Looking at what percentage of 
the produce budget goes to organic produce, some factors repeated while others were 
different. A person will spend a larger portion of their budget on organic produce when they 
have more knowledge of organic produce and will spend more on tomatoes. They will spend 
less of their budget on organic produce when they have higher knowledge of local produce or 
have a university degree. Percentage of grocery budget going to local produce had no 
significant variables, making local the least traceable subject.  
Reflect on Literature Review 
The literature review found the factors that most influence willingness to pay for local 
and organic are gender (van Doorn et al., 2011: 176), education (Aschemann et al., 2017: 
176), personal health and environmental concern (ibid.). When average prices were found by 
grouping data by selected attributes, females always stated higher prices, but again, without 
significance. Gender had a significant impact on increasing percentage of grocery budge 
spent on fresh produce, meaning females spend a higher portion of their grocery budget on 
fruits and vegetables. Gender had no effect on budget spent on local or organic produce, 




however. Ultimately, gender had little effect on purchase behavior for local and organic 
produce, but it did for produce in general. 
Health was another leading motivation for local and organic purchase found previous 
literature. Health concern did prove to have a drastically significant effect on price paid for 
local and organic produce. The literature stated that part of the motivation for the local and 
organic food movements are a response to a desire to eat healthier, especially during the 
American obesity epidemic (Van Doorn, 2011: 167). Respondents who said they buy organic 
because of health concerns stated an average price nearly two dollars higher than those who 
did not. The same is true for local food, although the price difference was only 57 cents. The 
literature also cited fear of food recalls as a motivation to buy local and organic (Hempel, 
2016: 732). Respondents who cited food safety as a reason to buy local were willing to pay 
46 cents more. Environmental concern also was a significant factor, those who bought 
organic for green reasons stated prices nearly a dollar more. Those who bought local to be 
green stated prices 75 cents higher. The expectations from the literature were proved true, but 
the effects on price from health and environmental concern for local was to a lesser degree 
than organic. 
The literature suggested that greater knowledge of organic practices would increase 
willingness to pay (Aschemann et al., 2017: 235).  When finding average prices for organic 
tomatoes, those with high (6 or higher on a scale from one to ten) knowledge were willing to 
pay more per pound, but knowledge of local produce did not have a large or significant effect 
on price for local. When looking at percent of grocery budget going to organic produce, 
knowledge of organic increased the share of their budget a consumer gives to organic, but 
this was not the case for local. The effect of knowledge of a produce category only seemed to 
affect purchase decision for organic, not local. 




Education had some affect, as suggested in the literature (Aschemann et al., 2017: 
226). For all tomatoes, regressions showed that having a university degree increased price by 
a dollar, approximately. Previous research had suggested that education could be linked to 
income and socio-economic status, but often times income had no effect. It was found that, 
even when combined with income to make an interaction variable in regression, the variable 
did not lead to significance. When dividing average price per pound of organic tomatoes by 
education, no significant differences were found. Only two respondents without university 
degrees selected organic, which does imply lower interest in those without degrees. The 
average prices between university degree holders and non is ignored because of how small 
the latter group is. There were no notable differences between education groups for average 
prices for local produce. Education’s role in produce budget was unexpected, a degree 
increased budget going to all produce, but decreased budget going to organic produce. 
Education did not prove to be as impactful a variable as expected initially, its effect at times 
contrasted with expectations but not frequently enough to disprove initial thoughts. 
When comparing average prices for produce, those who had environmental concern 
had significantly higher prices stated for both organic and local produce when compared to 
those without environmental concern. When comparing this group for non-local, however, 
they stated nearly the same price as non-environmentalists. This is unusual compared to other 
divisions made. Most groups that will pay more for local or organic will also pay more for 
conventional. One could guess that those in the environmental group are used to lower prices 
for conventional, although state lines showed the greatest difference in price and there was no 
difference between environmental concern in questions 4 and 18 by state. This could mean 
that those with environmental concern tend to be more price sensitive, or show more interest 
in local and organic since they have such relatively lower prices for conventional. 




Various articles in the past have dappled with the ideas of local and organic as 
complements or substitutes in the market (Hempel, 2016: 732). As complements, they attract 
similar consumers and the success of one may benefit the other. A health food store, for 
example, could sell both side by side as similarly branded products. They could be substitutes 
in the sense that one category could divert consumers from the other. A new farmers’ market 
could take business away from an organic food store. Findings in this study can argue both. 
99% of organic consumers also bought local, showing the two to be complementary. On the 
other hand, the share of grocery budget that goes to organic produce decreases the more 
someone knows about local agriculture. While this dependent variable is not significantly 
affected by the share of budget going to local produce, the knowledge component does 
suggest some competition between the two goods. These findings agree with previous 
studies’ conclusions that the relationship is mixed. 
Throughout the analyses, organic showed more definition as a group. When 
evaluating what percentage of produce budget goes to organic, there were five significant 
variables while the same regression run for local had none. The regression run for share of 
grocery budget going to all fresh produce was significantly impacted by wanting to buy 
organic, but not local. Regressions run to determine price of any tomato showed significance 
for percent of weekly produce budget going to organic but not local produce. These 
differences in influence could be explained by the share of respondents belonging to each 
group. 86% of respondents had bought organic while 97% had bought local, buying local is 
near universal among all respondents. It appears that buying organic is less commonplace 
than local, which could mean that local has higher preference or that organic has a smaller, 
more defined consumer population. 
The Rural/Urban divide hypothesis is that there is an influence of place of residence. 
This assumes that people in rural areas will have greater concern for environmental health 




(Masias, 2011: 563). Vermont has about half population with nearly the same amount of land 
as New Hampshire, making it substantially more rural, and by extension more likely to care 
about the ecosystem. The social proximity hypothesis ignores place of residence but states 
that proximity to farming is more important in environmental concern. Vermont has nearly 
three times as more land used for farming than New Hampshire. Both these theories suggest 
that Vermont should have more environmental concern. This was not proven by analysis. 
When asked why respondents buy organic produce, there was only a non-significant 
difference between percentages of respondents who said environmental concern, implying 
that the two states have equal concern. Likewise, when the same question was asked for local 
produce, there was no significant difference between the two state’s role of environmental 
health in purchasing decision. Vermont’s reasons for purchasing organic did seem to indicate 
a higher connection between agriculture and local economy and culture, however. As 
mentioned by Van Doorn, the interest in the environment does not always translate into 
action. The rural/urban divide does seem to shine through into interest in local farms, but not 
into more purchase of local or organic foods. 
The initial question of this project was how state culture affects preferences for local 
and organic produce. Differences between the states were not extreme, although what 
differences were found showed that New Hampshire actually had more interest in organic 
and local. While produce prices are lower in New Hampshire, respondents from the state are 
willing to pay more for local and organic, and less for conventional. While similar amounts 
of respondents from both states had bought local and organic, those from New Hampshire 
had more flattering and factual views of the product categories. The theory of state culture 
was not proven true by this analysis, New Hampshire was found to the “greener” state. 
  





The survey had 232 responses, but only 88 were from Vermont. Respondents were 
not required to answer all questions. Question 25, which asked for expected price for 
tomatoes, had only 51 full responses. When regressions were run with this value as the 
dependent variable, there were very few samples to work with, especially when data was 
divided by state. The low response rate lead to limitations to analysis. As a paper survey, 
there was no way to force respondents to answer all questions. Perhaps an online version 
would allow for more data collection. 
The average respondent was 62 years old and had a university if no graduate degree. 
The average and median household income is around $60,000 per year, but the mode is over 
$105,000. The response pool is especially affluent. The respondent demographics do not 
seem to represent the average person. The selectiveness of the data could be limiting the 
results. Even though some analyses take out income or education, there still is an alarmingly 
small pool of lower-income and less-educated responses. The fact that the survey is 
distributed by the mail could be the restrictive quality.  
Discussion 
Vermont and New Hampshire proved to be not so different in food preferences. 
Vermont defied its reputation for being especially green. Further analysis could add new 
dimensions to the data. The rural/urban divide could be represented by zip code. Perhaps 
town population density would be a stronger division than state. Adjusting numbers for state 
averages could also refine results. With different average income and produce prices in the 
two states, readjusting those numbers could give more accurate results. 
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Table 2. Answer comparison between states 
   
All VT NH pr>|t|  
  




Ever grown a garden? .81 0.39 .85 0.36 .79 0.41 0.25 
Q3 
 
Knowledge organic 6.22 2.33 6.56 2.32 6.01 2.33 0.08 










Freshness 3.59 0.90 3.54 0.93 3.62 0.89 0.59 
Q4q Quality 3.93 0.85 3.90 0.85 3.94 0.85 0.78 
Q4n Nutritional Value 4.02 0.86 3.99 0.90 4.03 0.85 0.72 
Q4s Safety 4.17 0.91 4.09 0.95 4.21 0.88 0.36 
Q4v Availability 2.71 0.96 2.85 1.00 2.64 0.94 0.13 
Q4p Appearance 3.16 0.91 3.09 0.79 3.20 0.97 0.42 
Q4c Produced W/O Chemicals 4.59 0.70 4.41 0.83 4.69 0.60 0.007
** 
Q4i Reduction Food Born 
Illness 
3.80 1.03 3.82 1.02 3.79 1.04 0.82 
Q4h Reduction health issues 4.41 1.23 4.25 0.84 4.50 1.40 0.19 
Q5 
 
Bought organic past year? 17.14 0.35 17.17 0.38 17.12 0.33 0.25 
Table 1. Respondent Summary Statistics 
Grown a garden 80% yes 20% no   
How often do you 
grocery shop? 
15% few times/ 
month 
53% weekly 30% few times/week 2% daily 
Knowledge organic 
produce? 
13% low (0-4) 39% medium (4-
7) 
48% high (7-10) 
 
Purchased organic 
produce past year? 




15% low 38% medium 47% high 
 
Purchased organic 
produce past year? 
88% yes 2% no 
  
% budget spent on 
produce 
14% very low (0-
20%) 
39% low (20-40%) 29% medium (40-
60%) 
18% high (60%+) 
% budget spent on 
organic produce 
53% very low 25% low 10% medium 12% high 
% budget spent on 
local produce 
33% very low 34% low 17% medium 16% high 
Gender 38% male 62% female 
  
Age 52% over 60 36% 40- 60 12% 20-40 
 
Education 20% high school 23% some college 25% bachelors 32% graduate 




26% $45-75,000 45% $75,000 & 
over 
Employment 41% full time 43% retired 2% unemployed 14% other 
Aware of SNAP 67% yes 33% no   
Participant of SNAP 4% yes 96% no   




   All VT NH P-val 







Healthy Eating 0.56 0.50 0.57 0.50 0.55 0.50 0.84 
Q7q Quality of the Produce 0.41 0.49 0.48 0.50 0.38 0.49 0.13 
Q7l Support Local Farms 0.65 0.48 0.69 0.46 0.63 0.48 0.30 
Q7k Knowing the Farmers 0.22 0.42 0.26 0.44 0.20 0.40 0.28 
Q7c Sense of Community 0.26 0.44 0.31 0.46 0.23 0.42 0.20 
Q7s Food Safety Concerns 0.31 0.46 0.32 0.47 0.30 0.46 0.75 
Q7e Environmental Quality 0.38 0.49 0.39 0.49 0.37 0.48 0.82 
Q7n I Haven't  0.09 0.28 0.13 0.33 0.07 0.25 0.12 
Q10 
 
How Knowledg. local? 6.16 1.33 6.43 2.38 5.99 2.33 0.16 










Freshness 4.31 0.78 4.23 0.77 4.35 0.78 0.27 
Q12q Quality 4.16 0.75 4.00 0.84 4.26 0.68 0.00 
Q12n Nutritional Value 3.84 0.80 3.82 0.83 3.84 0.79 0.84 
Q12s Safety 3.76 0.83 3.75 0.98 3.76 0.79 0.93 
Q12l Supports local Economy 4.56 0.75 4.41 0.85 4.65 0.68 0.02* 
Q12v Availability 2.92 1.08 3.13 1.06 2.78 1.08 0.02* 
Q12p Appearance 3.55 0.84 0.83 3.50 0.82 3.58 0.85 
Q12c Produced Without 
Chemicals 
4.40 1.09 4.28 1.10 4.47 1.08 0.20 
Q12i Reduce Food Born Illness 3.80 0.80 3.75 0.78 3.84 0.82 0.46 







Organically Grown 2.51 1.09 2.50 1.07 2.52 1.12 0.92 
Q13c Grown in this Country 3.19 0.91 3.21 0.93 3.18 0.90 0.74 
Q13p Growth Without Pesticides 3.29 0.98 3.18 1.04 3.35 0.93 0.84 
Q13le Supporting Local Economy 3.26 0.79 3.28 0.81 3.25 0.78 0.76 
Q13f Maintaining Farm Land 3.41 0.76 3.42 0.76 3.40 0.76 0.87 
Q14  Buy local in the winter? 0.70 0.46 0.67 0.47 0.71 0.45 0.56 
Q15  Bought local in past year? 0.97 0.16 0.98 0.15 0.97 0.17 0.82 







Healthy Eating 0.60 0.49 0.59 0.49 0.60 0.46 0.84 
Q18q Quality of the Produce 0.64 0.48 0.60 0.49 0.66 0.48 0.38 
Q18l Support Local Farms 0.74 0.44 0.75 0.44 0.73 0.44 0.75 
Q18k Knowing the Farmers 0.38 0.49 0.42 0.50 0.38 0.48 0.35 
Q18c Sense of Community 0.43 0.50 0.44 0.50 0.42 0.50 0.73 
Q18s Food Safety 0.30 0.46 0.32 0.47 0.29 0.45 0.60 
Q18e Environmental 0.34 0.48 0.36 0.48 0.32 0.47 0.51 
Q18n I Haven't 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.13 0.81 
Q23 
 
% budget produce 37.04 19.77 33.62 19.75 39.13 19.56 0.04* 
Q24org 
 
% budget organic produce 24.25 25.23 24.58 24.58 24.04 25.70 0.88 
Q38 
 
In what year were you 
born? 
1957 15 1957 16 1957 14.48 0.94 
Q40 
 
How many in your house? 2.35 1.09 2.34 1.05 2.35 1.12 0.93 
Q40U 
 
How many  under 18? 0.39 0.81 0.40 0.78 0.38 0.84 0.80 
Q43num 
 
Household pre-tax income 62374 33820 59573 34257 64891 33471 0.37 
Q46 
 
Years at your current 
location? 
19.08 15.96 20.62 17.83 18.12 14.66 0.26 
 




Table 3: Regression Results for Models 1, 2 and 3 
   Reg1 Reg2 Reg3a Reg3b Reg3c 
R sq   0.13 0.41 0.79 0.32 0.82 
Adj R sq Type Description 0.01 0.23 0.39 -0.12 0.48 
Intercept   1.98***       
(0.39) 
3.9***       
(0.79) 
-34 
       (36) 
12 
       (26) 




Dummy Q25: 0=tomato, 1=green 
beans 
-0.32 
   (0.72) 
-0.25       
(0.35) 
0.63        
0.46  
-0.40       
(0.43) 




Dummy Primary product being 
local 
0.30       
(0.37) 
0.16       
(0.43) 
0.318       
(0.44) 
0.17       
(0.47) 




Dummy Primary product being 
organic 
0.44       
(0.29) 
-0.04       
(0.59) 
0.13       
(0.59) 
0.13       
(0.46) 




Dummy Primary product being 
blemish-free 
-0.09 
   (0.28) 
0.26       
(0.45) 
-0.82       
(0.41) 
-0.37       
(0.43) 




Dummy Primary product directly 
from farmer 
-0.11       
(0.33) 
-0.48       
(0.37) 
-0.23       
(0.56) 
-0.15       
(0.51) 




Dummy State, 0=NH, 1=VT 0.18       
(0.54) 
0.17       
(0.31) 
0.06       
(0.41) 
-0.08       
(0.36) 




Dummy Secondary product being 
organic 
 0.16       
(0.68) 
   
     
secondary 
organic 
Dummy Secondary product being 
local 
 0.92       
(0.62) 
   
     
secondary 
blemish 
Dummy Secondary product being 
blemish-free 
 -0.34       
(0.39) 
   
    
secondary 
direct 
Dummy Secondary product 
directly from the farmer 
 0.47       
(0.41) 
   
  
Q3 1-10 Knowledgeable  organic 
produce 
  -0.30       
(0.16) 
0.01       
(0.14) 
-0.27       
(0.14) 
Q10 1-10 Knowledgeable  local 
produce 
  0.20       
(0.11) 
0.00       
(0.11) 
0.19       
(0.10)   
Q23 1-100 Percent weekly budget 
spent on fresh produce 
  -0.03 
   (0.01) 
-.02       
(0.01) 
-0.03*       
(0.01)    
Q24org 1-100 Percent weekly budget 
spent on organic produce 
  0.03*       
(0.01) 
0.02       
(0.00) 
0.03* 
   (0.01) 
Q24loc 1-100 Percent weekly budget 
spent on local produce 
  -0.01 
      0.01  
0.00 
   (0.01) 
-0.379       
(0.40)   
Q37 Dummy Gender, 0=male, 
1=female 
  1.19       
(0.02) 
0.76       
(0.42) 
1.04       
(0.53)   
Q38 1920-
1993 
Date of birth   0.02       
(0.02) 
-0.01       
(0.01) 
0.02 
  (0.02) 
Q39 Dummy 0=no university degree, 
1=university degree 
  1.09* 
(0.06) 
0.15 
   (0.36) 
0.84 
   (0.45)   
Q43 $15,000-
$105,000 
Pre-tax income per 
person in house $10,000s 
  0.018        
0.06  
  
    
Q43b Dummy Pre-tax income per year, 
0<60,000, 1<60,000 
   0.24 
      0.40  
 
      
Q43pp $15,000-
$105,000 
Pre-tax income per year 
per person in house 
    0.08       
(0.06)      





Table 4: Regression results for interaction effects 
   Reg4 Reg5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8a Reg9a Reg8c Reg9c 
R sq   0.23 0.22 0.23 0.24 0.77 0.88 0.81 0.92 
Adj R sq   0.10 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.42 0.67 0.49 0.77 


























Dummy primary prod -0.23     
(2.96) 
-0.31    
(0.29) 
-0.26    
(0.30) 
-0.25     
0.30  
-0.56     
(0.44) 
-0.55    
(0.33) 





Dummy primary local -0.71     
(0.56) 
0.35    
(0.36) 
-0.78    
(0.57) 
0.37    
(0.45) 
    
    
primary 
organic 
Dummy primary organic 0.44     
(0.28) 
-0.61    
(0.54) 
0.94    
(0.75) 
0.77    
(0.75) 
   -0.54   
(0.26)    
primary 
blemish 
Dummy primary blemish -0.09     
(0.27) 
-0.01    
(0.27) 
-0.02    
(0.28) 
-0.04    
(0.29) 
-0.78     
(0.40) 






Dummy directly from the 
farmer 




-0.68    
(0.95) 
-2.05* 
  (1.02) 
    
    
l*d 0-1 interaction local & 
direct 
  0.84    
(1.02) 
1.10    
(1.01) 
-0.08     
(0.51) 




-0.26   
(0.31)     
o*l 0-1 interaction organic & 
local 
  -0.62    
(0.81) 
-0.42    
(0.80) 
0.18     
(0.57) 
-0.15    
(0.45) 
0.11   
(0.53) 
-0.24   
(0.37)     
l*s 0-1 interaction local & 
state 
1.40*     
(0.60) 
 1.47*    
(0.65) 
  1.15* 
  (0.45) 
 1.18**   
(0.34)      
d*s 0-1 interaction direct & 
state 
   1.23* 
 (0.60) 
    
         
o*s 0-1 interaction organic & 
state 
  1.35*  
(0.59) 
      
         
state Dummy State, 0=VT, 1=NH   -0.80    
(0.55) 
-0.51    
(0.48) 
0.03     
(0.40) 
-0.55    
(0.37) 
0.01 
  (0.06) 
-0.63   
(0.30)    
knowledge 
organic 
1-10 Knowledge  organic 
produce 
    -0.32 
  (0.15) 
-0.19    
(0.13) 
-0.30* 
  (0.13) 
-0.17   
(0.10)     
knowledge 
local 
1-10 Knowledge  local 
produce 
    0.20   
(0.11) 
0.17    
(0.09) 
0.20   
(0.10) 
0.16   
(0.06)     
grocery 
spending 
1-100 Percent weekly 
budget produce 
    -0.03* 
 (0.01) 
-.026* 




 (0.01)     
organic 
spending 
1-100 Percent weekly 
budget organic prod. 
    0.03* 0.02* 0.03** 0.02* 
     (0.01)   (0.01)      0.01   (0.01) 
local 
spending 
1-100 Percent weekly 
budget local produce 
    0.00 -0.01    
(0.01) 
-0.01   
(0.01) 
-0.01   
(0.01)       (0.01) 
gender Dummy Gender, 0=male, 
1=female 
    1.08 0.90    
(0.48) 
0.96   
(0.52) 
0.68   
(0.36)     -0.63 
DOB 1920-
1993 
Date of birth     0.02 0.02    
(0.01) 
0.02   
(0.01) 
0.01   
(0.01)     -0.016 
education Dummy  0=no unidegree 
1=uni degree 
    1.07* 0.89* 
  (0.36) 
0.90   
(0.43) 
0.60   
(0.31)       -0.464 
income $15,000-
$105,000 
Pre-tax income     0.02 0.01    
(0.05) 
  
    -0.059   
income $15,000-
$105,000 
Income per person       0.07 0.08 
       (0.06)   (0.04) 
 




Table 5: Average prices for organic tomatoes 
 mean SD Mean SD Mean SD pr>|t| 
(pooled) 
 All VT NH  
WTP/lb organic by state 2.72 1.07 2.30 0.84 2.87 1.13 0.32 
WTP /lb  non-organic by state 2.11 0.73 2.29 0.47 1.01 0.85 0.40  
All Low Income High Income 
 
WTP /lb  organic by income  2.72 1.07 3.12 0.63 2.55 1.09 0.36 
WTP /lb  non-organic by income  2.11 0.73 1.90 0.69 2.22 0.70 0.36  
All High School University 
 
WTP /lb  organic   by edu.  2.72 1.07 3.00 0.00 2.64 1.01 0.74 
WTP /lb  non-organic   by edu.  2.11 0.73 1.99 0.65 2.27 0.83 0.41  
All Low Know. High Know. 
 
WP/lb organic know.  organic 2.72 1.07 2.19 0.67 3.11 1.17 0.06 
WP/lb non-organic know. organic 2.11 0.73 2.01 0.68 2.56 0.88 0.18  
All No Garden Grown Garden 
 
WP/lb organic by grown garden 2.72 1.07 2.98 1.07 2.00 0.86 0.11 
WP/lb non-organic by garden 2.11 0.73 2.19 0.69 1.89 0.89 0.44  
All Male Female 
 
WP/lb  organic   by gender 2.72 1.07 2.34 0.51 2.78 1.13 0.39 
WP/lb non-organic   by gender 2.11 0.73 1.81 0.83 2.30 0.63 0.14  
All No Health Yes Health 
 
WP/lb  organic   by 7h 2.72 1.07 0.95 0.07 2.93 0.93 0.01 
WP/lb non-organic   by 7h 2.11 0.73 2.15 0.71 2.04 0.84 0.77  
All No Env. Yes Env. 
 
WP/lb  organic   by 7e 2.72 1.07 2.16 1.03 3.05 1.00 0.08 
WP/lb non-organic   by 7e 2.11 0.73 2.08 0.68 2.21 0.92 0.71 
 
  





Table 6: Average price for local produce 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD pr>|t| 
(pooled) 
 All VT NH  
WTP/lb   local   by state 2.36 0.88 2.06 0.64 2.46 0.93 0.17 
WTP /lb   non-local   by state 2.07 0.74 2.47 0.47 1.76 0.83 0.08  
All Low Income High Income 
 
WTP /lb   local   by income   2.37 0.88 2.36 0.87 2.26 0.84 0.74 
WTP /lb   non-local   by income   2.07 0.68 1.97 0.80 2.25 0.73 0.55  
All High School University 
 
WTP /lb   local   by edu.   2.36 0.88 2.35 0.71 2.30 0.89 0.87 
WTP /lb   non-local   by edu.   2.07 0.74 1.89 0.70 2.13 0.85 0.59  
All Low Knowledge High Knowledge 
 
WP/lb   local   by know.   local  2.36 0.88 2.33 0.85 2.49 0.90 0.59 
WP/lb non-local by know. local 2.07 0.74 2.18 0.79 2.14 0.81 0.94  
All No garden Grown Garden 
 
WP/lb  local by  grown garden 2.36 0.88 2.48 0.94 2.07 0.59 0.20 
WP/lb  non-local by garden 2.07 0.77 2.16 1.61 1.89 0.78 0.54  
All Male Female 
 
WP/lb   local   by gender 2.36 0.88 2.15 0.70 2.43 0.85 0.26 
WP/lb   non-local   by gender 2.07 0.74 1.80 0.90 2.08 0.72 0.57  
All no health yes health 
 
WP/lb   local   by 18h 2.36 0.88 1.95 0.67 2.52 0.90 0.05 
WP/lb   non-local   by 18h 2.07 0.74 1.60 0.55 2.53 0.68 0.02  
All no safe yes safe 
 
WP/lb   local   by 18s 2.36 0.88 2.18 0.81 2.64 0.93 0.07 
WP/lb   non-local   by 18s 2.07 0.74 2.04 0.82 2.25 0.35 0.73  
All no env. yes env. 
 
WP/lb   local   by 18e 2.36 0.88 2.00 0.73 2.75 0.87 0.00 
WP/lb   non-local   by 18e 2.07 0.74 2.06 0.79 2.09 0.85 0.96 
 
  





Table 7: Average prices for local and organic groups 
 All VT NH   
mean SD Mean SD Mean SD pr>|t| 
(pooled) 
WTP/lb of organic tomatoes 
by state 
2.62 1.07 2.08 0.92 2.78 0.98 0.13 
WTP /lb of non-organic 
tomatoes by state 
2.08 0.73 2.30 0.43 2.01 0.81 0.40 
WTP /lb of organic non-local 
tomatoes by state 
2.07 .69 2.47 0.47 1.76 0.83 0.08 
WTP /lb of local tomatoes by 
state 
2.36 .88 2.06 0.64 2.46 0.93 0.17 
WTP /lb of non-local 
tomatoes by state 
2.07 .77 2.47 0.47 1.76 0.83 0.08 
WTP /lb of local non-organic 
tomatoes by state 
2.08 .69 2.23 0.43 1.99 0.81 0.39 
WTP /lb of local-organic 
tomatoes by state 
2.63 .99 2.08 1.12 2.78 2.33 0.13 
WTP /lb of non-organic non-
local tomatoes by state 
2.08 .69 2.23 0.43 1.99 0.81 0.39 
 
  





Figure Group 1: Demographics of all respondents
 
 
What percentage of your weekly grocery budget goes to 
fresh produce? 





How many years have you lived in your current location? 



















How knowledgeable do you think you are about locally grown produce? 
Price per Pound of Tomatoes 




Figure Group 2: State Comparisons 
 
 




















































































Figure 3: Average price by category 
Figure 4: Respondent purchase groups 
 






Average price per pound of organic tomatoes by state Average price per pound of non-organic tomatoes by 
state 
Average price per pound of organic tomatoes by 
gender 
Average price per pound of non-organic tomatoes by 
gender 
Figure Group 5: Average prices-Organic 






Average price per pound of organic tomatoes by 
income level 
Average price per pound of non-organic tomatoes by 
income level 
Average price per pound of organic tomatoes by 
education level 
Average price per pound of non-organic tomatoes by 
education level 




If you have purchased organic food in the past year, 
was it for environmental concern? Average price per 
pound non-organic tomatoes 
If you have purchased organic food in the past year, 
was it for environmental concern? Average price per 
pound organic tomatoes 
If you have purchased organic food in the past year, 
was it for health? Average price per pound organic 
tomatoes 
If you have purchased organic food in the past year, 
was it for health? Average price per pound non-
organic tomatoes 






Have you every grown fruit or vegetables in a 
garden? Average price per pound organic tomatoes 
Have you every grown fruit or vegetables in a 
garden? Average price per pound non-organic 
tomatoes 




Figure Group 6: Average Price-Local 
      
Average price per pound local tomatoes by state Average price per pound non-local tomatoes by state 
Average price per pound local tomatoes by gender Average price per pound non-local tomatoes by 
gender 





Average price per pound local tomatoes by income 
level 
Average price per pound non-local tomatoes by 
income level 
Average price per pound local tomatoes by education 
level 
Average price per pound non-local tomatoes by 
education level 




If you have purchased local in the past year, was it 
for food safety? Average price per pound organic 
tomatoes 
If you have purchased local in the past year, was it 
for food safety? Average price per pound non-organic 
tomatoes 
If you have purchased local in the past year, was it 
for environmental concern? Average price per pound 
organic tomatoes 
If you have purchased local in the past year, was it 
for environmental concern? Average price per pound 
non-organic tomatoes 




      
Appendix  
Survey 
If you have purchased local in the past year, was it 
for health? Average price per pound organic 
tomatoes 
If you have purchased local in the past year, was it 
for health Average price per pound non-organic 
tomatoes 
